The judge concluded  that Estle and Dunmire engaged  in a protected
refusal to work on February 28 and   that  their terminations over  the
incident  therefore violated section 105(c)(l)  of   the Mine Act.    On
review,  Northern raises   three major objections to  the judge's con-
clusion:   (1)  that a miner must ordinarily state a safety  or health
complaint  in order to bring a work refusal' within  the protection of  the
Mine Act,   and  that Estle and Dunmire failed to articulate such com-
plaints;   (2)   that the work refusal of  Estle and Dunmire was per se
unreasonable because they failed to examine the work area  that was the
subject of  their refusal;   and  <3)   that in any event the mining con-
ditions  in question were not unsafe.     Although Northern conceded at oral
argument  that Estle and Dunmire "probably11 had a  "subjective good faith
belief of   [a] danger"   (Tr.  Arg.   14),  a number of  the arguments in
Northern's brief  touch on good  faith issues,  and we  therefore briefly
address  that  subject as well.

We note at  the outset that  this is not a "mixed motivation" dis-
crimination case where  the evidence shows that the operator's adverse
action was motivated both by  the miner's protected activity and also by
his separate unprotected  conduct.     Northern states  that   it terminated
Estle and  Dunraire solely  for having  "walked off   their  jobs," an action
Northern "took as a quit  on their  part."    Br.   3.     Therefore,   the only
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terminated him in any event for this latter conduct alone. Under the
discrimination analysis we developed in Pasula, these findings entitled
the miner to relief.  2 FMSHRC at 2796-801.  The court disagreed with
our evidentiary determinations, and found that the "real" reason the
miner was terminated was for shutting down the equipment and "refus[ing]
to permit anyone else to operate it." 663 F.2d at 1219-21.  The court
concluded that this conduct was beyond the pale of the right to refuse
work, and that the miner was therefore lawfully discharged for the
conduct:

There is no right in the- [Mine] Act to shut down an entire
shift's work.  An individual is protected by the Act from
retaliation for asserting and acting on his real fear that con-
ditions are unsafe or haaardous to his health; but no one has the
right to stop others from proceeding to work if they so wish.

Id_. at 1219.

We do not regard, the court's disposition of  the discrimination
issue as a holding that a miner may never engage in affirmative self
help  such,as  shutting off or adjusting equipment.     The court obviously
believed that  the miner's actions were unreasonable and  excessive.
Robinette stressed  that any affirmative self help must be reasonable.     3
FMSHRC at 812.     Given  the  court's  own emphasis  on reasonableness,  we
doubt  that it would have condemned a miner's reasonable action in,  for
example,  temporarily shutting down a beltline to prevent a fire.    Rather,
we think that the court's opinion is entirely consistent with a case-by-
case analysis of. work refusals,   including those that  involve affirmative
self-help,   focused  on the reasonableness of  the miner's beliefs and
actions.                                                                                            . .
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